THE WHITE HOUSE 



WASHINGTON 




July 11, 1975 




MEMORANDUM FOR: 



DON RUMSFE, 




FROM: 



DICK CHENEY 



SUBJECT: 



The Olson Matter/ CIA Suicide 



Attached is a proposed brief statement for the President to use at 
his Press Conference. It would be best for him to use it in response 
to a question, although if he wished, he can use it as an opening 
statement. 

There is also attached a four page memo prepared by the Civil 
Division, the Department of Justice, based upon information 
obtained from the CIA regarding the events surrounding 
Mr. Olson's death. 

Rod Hills has questions concerning the last paragraph of the 
Justice Department memo whicjh expresses the Justice Depart- 
ment opinion that court action against the U. S. would be barred. 
He will pursue the matter with the Attorney General. 

At this point, we <lo not have enough information to be certain 
we know all of the details of this incident. Furthermore, there 
are serious legal questions that will have to be resolved con- 
cerning the Government's responsibility, the possibility of 
additional compensation, and the possibility that if might be jf 
necess&ry to disclose highly classified national security* 
information in connection witaPil^^ 
hearings on a private bill intended to provide additional 
compensation to the family. 



Determined to be an administrative marklni 
Cancelled per E.O. 12356, Sec 1-3 and 
Archivist's memo of March 16, 1983 



By J>i$£> . NARS dat e r/fc/av 
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Therefore, Marsh, Hills and Cheney strongly recommend that the 
President limit his remarks to an expression of regret over this 
tragic event and a willingness to meet personally with Mrs. Olson 
and her children to offer an apology on behalf of the Government. 
Any discussion that goes beyond those issues raises questions 
which we are not yet in a position to answer. 

In response to any questions which go beyond the above, we 
would recommend that the President indicate that the entire 
matter, both with regard to the adequacy of compensation 
and circumstances surrounding Mr. Olson's death, are under 
review by the Justice Department. 

Attachments 

cc: Jerry Jones 



s 



As An Answer To A Question or An Opening Statement 

The recent disclosure of the facts concerning the death of 
Dr. Frank Olson are of great concern to me, I am equally 
distressed by the fact that the full details of Dr. Olson's 
death were not made known to Mrs. Olson and other members 
of his family. 

Mrs. Olson and her family deserve our deepest sympathy. 
I hope to meet with the family at the earliest opportunity to 
personally extend an apology on behalf of the United States 
Government. 



Juatice Department Report 



The Rockefeller Report states on p. 226: 

'Tn the late ^O's, the CIA began to study 
the properties of certain behavior -influencing 
drugs (such as LSD) and how such drugs might 
be put to intelligence use. This interest was 
prompted by reports that the Soviet Union was 
experimenting with such drugs and by speculation 
that the confessions introduced during trials 
in the Soviet: Union and other Soviet Bloc 
countries during the late 1940 f s might have 
been elicited by the use of drugs or hypnosis. 
Great concern over Soviet and North Korean 
techniques in 'brainwashing 11 continued to be 
manifested into the early 1950' s. " 

Dr. Frank A. Olson, a bio-chemist, was a civilian 

employee of the Army working at Fort Detrick in a 

cooperative effort with the CIA. On November 19, 1953, 

at one of the periodic meetings of Ft. Detrick and CIA 

personnel, a dosage of LSD was placed by CIA personnel 

in drinks consumed by Dr. Olson and others, all of whom 

were members of the group. Prior to receiving the LSD, 

Dr. Olson had participated in discussions where the 

testing of such substances on unsuspecting subjects was 

agreed to in principle. However, neither Dr. Olson, 

nor any of the others was made aware that they had been 

given LSD until about 20 minutes after the fact. 



During the next several days Dr. Olson developed side* 
effects, as a result of which he was taken to New York 
City on November 24, 1953, to be treated by a doctor 
who was a consultant to the agency on drug-related matters, 
Dr. Harold A. Abramson. On November 24, 25 and 26, 
he met with Dr. Abramson, 

After seeing him on the 27th, Dr. Abramson believed 
that hospitalization would be in Dr. Olson's best interest. 
Arrangements were made for a hospital room near Dr. 
Olson* s home (in the Washington area), but his room 
could not be prepared until the following day. Conse- 
quently, Dr. Lashbrook, of CIA, and Dr. Olson stayed 
at the Hotel Statler in New York on the night of November 27. 

Dr. Lashbrook reported that during cocktails and dinner 
Dr. Olson appeared cheerful and spoke freely of his . 
forthcoming hospitalization. Lashbrook and Olson 
retired at about 11:00 PM. They occupied separate twin 
beds in the same room on the tenth floor. At approximately 
2:30 Saturday morning, Lashbrook was awakened by a 
loud noise; he reported that Olson had crashed through 
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the closed window blind and closed window and had 
fallen to his death. 

The CIA General Counsel rendered an opinion that 
the death resulted from "circumstances arising out of 
an experiment undertaken in the course of his official 
duties for the U. S. Government. 

The Bureau of Employee's Compensation adopted this 
view, thus awarding survivor benefits to the widow and 
children. To date $143, 582. 22 have been paid to the 
widow and three children. These tax-free benefits 
continue to be paid in the current total amount of 
$792. 00 per month. The payments to the children 
terminate when they reach majority (as two already 
have), but the widow's benefits continue until death or 
re-marriage, and are periodically adjusted for cost 
of living increases. 

The CIA has never made any contact with the family. 
Prior to the publication of the Rockefeller Report, no 
government representative has ever disclosed the full 
details concerning Dr. Olson's death. 
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Upon a preliminary review of the facts, it is the 
opinion of Justice Department lawyers that any tprt 
action against the United States arising out of the above - 
stated facts would be barred by the Federal Employees 1 
Compensation Act, and specifically 5 USC 8116(c). This 
Act would not bar suit against any individuals. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 



THROUGH: 



FROM: 



SUBJECT: 



JERRY JONES 
JAMES CONNOR 



RODERICK 



HILLS 



Scheduling of Meeting re Invitation to 
Mrs.; Frank. Olson and her three 
children to,meet with the President 



The circum stance a of the death o:; Dr. Frank A. Olson are described 
in a previously submitted Hiemoriindum, a copy of which is attached 
(Tab A). His widow and her threis children have indicated their shock 
and outrage at the circumstances surrounding Dr. Olson's death and 
the fact that the details have been concealed from them for 20 years • 
(See news story Tab B). The Olson family has hired David Rudovsky 
to represent them and he has indicated the intention of the family to* 
sxie for several — illion dollars. This memorandum will deal with 
the cnestzon of ~^ar considerations are relevant in deciding whether 



the President should meet with J/ 



express his s-vzzrpathy on behalf o 
on behalf of the United States GoVernmerit. 

1. The fact that the President expresses his own outrage at th*! 
circumstances of Dr. Olson! s desith could be ; Some encouragement 
;to the family* s determination to iue and co^ld al^q irai^e; their*, jj 
I expectation, as to the amount of jroney theyj dji^feit to tcSceivfc ihjj 



settlement of that law suit. ; It cd 



!While this is a factor in deterr 

Olsons, it is not, in our judgemdlnt, a conclusive factor, givfefl' 
circumstances of this incident. 



rs. Olson and her three children to 
the American people and his apology 
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3 



I 



2ld also affect thfc judge who 
ifche case and will have the authority to set damages. >'. . .,,. > ■ m, 

i=g whether or not td meet wifchthe^f 



he 



s 
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o 

0« 
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2. The intensity of the family's 
lawyer they have hired do raise 
react discourteously toward the 



reaction and background of .'fch'i 
some possibility that they rcta-^* 
President's invitation* This 



'if 
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factor, however, we do not regard as material, since any suck 
reaction would be more harmful to them than embarrassing to 
the President, However, it is Conceivable that their lawyer may 
insist that he be present at such a meeting. We recommend that 
it be made clear that the lawyer not be invited. 

K The Civil Division of the Department of Justice vet ila initial ^ . 
yammcr r aaiiujxL (Tab A) slated ■ "Upujrpi 'e lLuilim y mviewf - it 1 is ttreir *■{ 
opinion that any tort actioii against the United States by the Olsons 
wou l d* fee barred by the Federal Employees Compensation Act on 
the ground that he. was injured "in the course of hid official duties 11 
and, therefore, tke family is entitled to survivors 1 ; ! benefits atad 
nothing more.^^frggflft^ UiluXl iJlV'taliSttljllaii 

0»»hat the dafoi%gs in mil 





The bizarre axtcumstances of his death could. 

j . ■ 

well cause a court 6f law to determine as a matter 
of public policy that he did not die in the course of 

his official duties, i 

I 

(ii; Dr. Olson's jot is so sensitive that it is highly 
"ksiy that we would submit relevant evidence to 



th± -uorcxt on the is^ue of his duties. 



ihe latter cir cum stance may 



have no defuse against the ulson law suit. In this connection, you 



should knc-sr zz at the CIA and 
recommend that the evidence 
releasee in a civil trial*. 



mean as a practical* fhatter wd would 




the Counsel's office both strbiigly 
concerning his employment n&t be 

■wH fill'. r^M. 




There is a statutory provision, sayihj^h^ 

of Compensation is conclusive but we 'W<re ; sains * dbtib'fcJ WSitk M 
its applicability and constiralxonalifc^f in tHis caLs&i 
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;here is a trial, it is 



pparentthat the Olsbiis' la&y 



seek to explore all of the circtimstances of Dr. Olson's employrrient 





i 



vell as those concerning his (ieath. It is not at all clear thit we 
can keep such evidence from becoming relevant even if the goverti* 
ment waives the defense of the Federal Employees Compensation 
Act. Thus, in the trial it may become apparent that we are concealing 
evidence for national security reasons and any settlement or judgement 
reached thereafter could be perceived as money paid to cover- up the 
activities of th^CIA. 




For all of the above reasons we recommend that the Attorney 
General be authorized now to seek to negotiate a settlement with the 
Olsons 1 lawyer. 

(a) The Civil Division has advised us p»atimi»*rily 
that the case has a Settlement value between $500,000 
and $1 in imo^j^ nrlrni Urn n iim+l ■ ■ ■umm^duttoiu 

(b) The Civil Division also has stated that any settle- 
ment may require «t private bill to approve the settle- 
ment, but they are pre -considering this decision in- 
view of point Np#<*3i above. A private bill in the House 
would be introduced in Congressman Walter Flowers 1 
subcommittee which probably would not encouragb 
any in depth hearings about Dr. Olson's job* In the 
Sersoze the Judiciary Committee assigns private tills * 
tc zhe staff fdt recommendations back to the full- 
rr»*rr~nttee* Agair , we would expect that there would 
be -zly a small cbjance of extensive hearings on the 
:=c~rlying facts, i 
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(c) Depending Upj a, the exact; aj±iqunt 6f tke s 

merit; aid ajfxaal:i e&isionifio^^ &jj 
justice, it !&ayi jji si pb 4si&? 0$$% &<§j ^^MMk^M 

till. 



DECISION: 
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1. Should Mrs, Clson and !ier children i>e invited to a meeting ;kt 
the White House to receive from the President an expression of 
sympathy on behalf of the American people and an apology on * 
behalf of the United States Government? 



Recorrj^end=±ion^ $We £ge ( no significant objection to such an invitatio 

j / Disagree : 



J I I. 



II: 
Ik 



the; white house 

1 WASHINGTON 



MEMORANDUM FOR 



FROM: 



SUBJECT: 



The attorneys for the 



August 4, 1975 



DICK CHENEY 



RODERICK HELLS 



Attorneys for the Olson Family 



Olson family are pushing very hard for 
information and are claiming a lack of cooperation with the 
CIA and DOD. I cannot be certain, of course, but it appears 

Seen increasingly belligerent. Rex Lee, 
Assistant Attorney G sneral. Civil Division, believes that 
there is no w^y to se ±le the case and wishes to take a tough 
stance. I remain somewhat reluctant at having the Attorney 
General refuse the Olsons' claim on what Will be proved to be 
a technicality and what may eventually seem to be an attempt 
to "cover up. 11 Accordingly, I believe that sometime in the 
next week or two we phoulcj attempt to contact the attorneys 
with the help of the Attorney General or perhaps through an 
intermediary (Mitchj Rogovin, Special Counsel to the CIA has 
a partner at Arnold and Porter who is quite close to the Olson 
children) to see if a settlement might not be arranged. 

Copies of their letters are attached. 



c's; : Ronajd ^^msf e}d 



ff)$hnd 
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MEMO RAN DU>I FO R : ; The Director 

SU3JECT: Conversation tjith Mr- David. Kairys 

1. David Kairys, the attorney for the Olson, family, 
called this afternoon somewhat distressed. The family 
had reviewed the materials we i had made available and appears 
to believe that Frank Olson was killed by the CIA* Their 
theory is bottomed on the assumption that Frank Olson was 
a security * risk.. Kairys says that the file seems to be 
more concerned about security; than how Olson actually died. 
Some of his observations in the support of this are as 
follows; 



a. Olson told his wifef (with CIA representatives 
present^; that; the Agency felt) he needed help and that 
they weire going to take him tb a psychiatrist in New York* 

b. Abramson, in a conversation with Eric Olson, 
said that he was not treating! Frank Olson (this may simply 
be a question of prof essionalj terminology). 

..i ,[ ' i ■ ■ * 

c. Abramson is hot a psychiatrist. 

.. . ' i 

d. ■ The file indicates that O^son had suicidal 
tendencies and yet Lashbrook jchecked him into a room on 
the tenth floor of a New York City hotel. 



Abramson recoiranende 



earlier date but no action had been taken. 



f . His good friend Col 
to New York. 



institutionalization at an 



Ruwet did not accompany him 



2. Kairys then has a series of questions regarding 
the quality of the investigation and raises such points 
as: I 

a; . There; was ^ no pinning down as to whether Olson) 
,was witting or ; unwitting : when he took the drug. ' ij 

the mo, F^.c^h f» Co/ by ^ $/- 7 l?s,-frt'<*r " FrtinJ^. 

i ' ' : ! 1 ir 
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b. there is no indicat 
LSD experiment!. 

c. There is ah indicat 
in the LSD program. 



(t 



• :.r| 



ion of the results of the 
ion that Abramson was involved 



"ft' 



d. There is no indication of an independent psychiatric 
report . 

,i 

e. There is no evidence to support Houston's charge 



involved. 

the family wants to know what 
facilitate this lack of 



that culpable negligence was 

3, Kairys insists that 
happened to Frank Olson. To 
information from the files, Kairys wants to take sworn 
depositions of CIA people as Swell as Lashbrook, Abramson 
and Gottlieb i j 

4ij ! 1 explained to Kairys that we had no control 
over the individuals that hejnamed and* the best the 
CIA people could do would.JrS merely explain how the files 
•were fdiirtd in 1974. No one currently employed by the 
Agency was involved in the 1^52 experiments leading to the 
death of Frank R. Olson. i 

5. In a letter to Kairys the day that the materials 
were turned over I asked him I to acknowledge in writing 
our understanding that "the documents turned over to you are 
for the sole purpose of prosecuting any claim against the 
United States Government with respect to the death of Frank 
R. Olson.'* To my dismay > Kairys indicates that neither he 
nor the family have any recollection of making the 
agreement * He says further that they were prepared riot to 
accept the documents if that I condition was placed, on theft. 
Kairys said that he would be J able to obtain the documents 
under the Freedom of Information Act and consequently 
would not have agreed to sue A a limitation on their use. 
I am afraid he is right about the Freedom of Information 

a fuss over this point if -you 
irritation, however* since j 



Act and- I don't plan to make 
agree. ! It is somewhat of an! 



I clearly obtained his agreetient* 



: CC 



Rex Lee (DOJ) 

Roderick 1 Hi lis (Whi.'te Holjise) 
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DRAFT J 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 




XKJ9KK THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 



RICHARD CHENEY 
RODERICk HILLS 



and attorneys for the Olson family 



The Justice Department 
have met to discuss the claim filed bn behalf of the Olson family for 

the wrongful death of Dr. Frank 4ft A. Olson. They have reached an 

I ■ 

impasse arid the attorneys have announced their intention to sue. 

Although there has been 
the sum of money that could settle 
have been frustrated by a somewhat 



Justice Department and the Olson attorneys. Essentially, the Civil 
Division believes we have a very good technical defense to the Olsons 1 



claim and the Civil Division is insisting that we will the casa on thej 



merits before negotiating a settlement. 



a preliminary negotiation as to 
the dispute^ further negotiations 
procedural entanglement by the 



The Defense to the OUo a Claim. The C^viL Divisible! 



1 opinion ihalt any tort action ag& ! itU^ : 'fi r> 

: . i t ? it .1 ' - t N 



the Department of Justice is of the 
the United States by the Olsohs is birred by the Federal Employefci] 
Compensation Act on the ground thai he was injured "in the course of: 

i : | 

his official duties 11 and, therefore, the family is entitled to survivors 
benefits and nothing more. j 

There is no doubt. but the legal position is substantial ' 
even though the Department of Labor determined 22 years ago that 
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Dr. Olson died "in the course of official duties" based upon "false 

| 

evidence. 11 Moreover, two circumstances affect our analysis of the 

't 

Justice Department position. 

i 

i 

(i) The bizarre circumstances of his death could 

well cause a court of law to determine as a matter 

i 

of public policy that he did not die in the course of 
his official duties, j 



(ii) Dr. Olson's job is sb sensitive that it is 
highly unlikely that We wi>uld submit relevant 



evidence to the court on 



The latter circumstance 



;he issue of his duties. 



we would hkve no defense against the 
you should know that the CIA and the 
recommend that the evidence conceif 
released in a civil trial. 



may mean as a practical matter 

Olson la^ suit. In this contiedtibni 

... ■ 

Counsel's office both strongly!; 



ling his employment hot be 



In short, there is a significant possibility that a court would 
either (a) grant full discovery to th£ Olsons 1 attorneys to learn of Dr. 
Olson's job responsibilities; or (b) rule that as a matter of public 
policy, a man who commits suicide as a result of a drug criminally 

given him cannot as a matter of law^be determined to have died 

i 

"in the course of his official duties. !' 
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If tfacec there is a trial, it is apparent that the Olsons' 
lawyer will seek to explore all of the circumstances of Dr. Olson's 
employment as well as those concerning his death. It is not at all 
clear that we can keep such evidence from becoming relevant even if 

the government waives the defense, of the Federal Employees Compensation 

i 

j 

Act. Thus, in the trial it may becbme apparent that we are concealing 

I 
i 

evidence for national security reasons and any settlement or judgement 
reached thereafter could be patn perceived as money paid to cover-up 
the activities of the CIA. ^ 
^jj^^ ^ecommendation. 



For 



General be authorized now td Seek' 
Olsons' lawyer. 

(a) The Civil Division 



all of the above re;;. sons'. w£ t!ecjomm^nd;ithat the;A|tQlrne^ 



o negotiate a settlement with t lie !l 



has advised us that the case 



has a settlement value between $500, 000 and $1 million, 
assuming there are no defenses. 

(b) The Civil Division also has stated that any settle- 
ment may require a private bill to approve the settle- 
ment, but they are re-* considering this decision in... 
view of point No. 3 above. A private bill in the House 
would be introduced in| Congressman Walter Flowera 1 
subcommittee which probably would not encourage V j 
any in depth hearings ibout Dr. Olson's job. In the \ 
S f^y- a the Judiciary Cbmmittee assigns private bills 
to ihe staff for recomrkendations back to the full 
m— — "tree. Again, \vi would expect that tkere would 
be czly. a iirnall chance! of extensive hearings on the 
underlying facts. j , * 
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(c) Depending upon the exact amount of the settle- 
ment and a final decision from the Department o£. 
Justice, it may be possible for the Attorney General 
to approve a settlement and pay it without a private 
bill. 



DECISION 



Specifically, the issue 



with the Olson family somewhat abbve 



ls whether a claim should be negotiated 
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V) 



the white: house 

WASH INGTON 



September 30, 1975 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 



THROUGH: 



FROM: 



SUBJECT: 



RICHARD CHENEY 



RODERICK HILLS 



Olson! 



Family Compensation Claim ; 



offer of $500,000 whidfejhaU 
family. 



The pending law suit by the ;blson faiiulyj 'against tke United 

!6fjthe!:kebkof"^r 
. ^eek:iif ' .no ti±^&o$faiiet& 
the case is 'made.:- Th^^iAttol ney 0 

ken rial eoted! fey -tke^iBisbn- ■ ■ ■■■ 



The Olson family has counte red with a request for $3 

million but has indicated a willingness to settle for less. 

I 

Essentially, the Attorney General concludes that the claim 
of the Olson family is worth $1 million, but must be dis- 
counted by $500, 000 by reason of the possibility that the 
government will ultimately succeed in the case on the 
grounds that exclusive remedy for the Olson family comes 
from the benefits provided b!|r the Federal Employees 
Compensation Act. Iii shortl the Justice Department 
ar^ue^ that there is a substantial possibility that a court 
will find that Dr. Olson died in the course of his employment* 



I frankly disagree with this Analysis and believe that there 
is a real probability that an appellate court would decide 
that as a matter of law whenione dies under the circum- 
stances such as those causing Dr. Olson's death, he 
cannot be said to have died "in the course of his employ- 
ment, " In any event, the Department of Justice will not 
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offer a larger sum in settlement. However, the Justice 
Department would support a ; private bill which would waive 
the FECA defense for a total of $1 million and would not 
object if a private bill provided "compensation for the 
extraordinary deceit" empldyed in the case of Dr. Olson, 
For this element of damages they would provide $250, 000. 



Adding all the elements of t 



le Justice Department together, 



they would then support a private bill for $1, 250, 000 and 
they would also forego an offset of the approximately 



$150,600 that the Olson fam; 
compensatory benefits. 



The Justice Department analysis is; attached at Tab A* 



recommendation; 



I recommend that you autho 
Mitchell Rogovin to attempt 



ly has received to date in 



rize Special Counsel to the CIA 
a settlement with the Olson 
family at a sum not to exceed $1, Z50, 000 plus a waiver of 
an offset of the monies received to date by the Olson family. 



In the* event a settlement can be reached within these guide- 
lines, the CIA and the Olson family can jointly petition the 
Department of Labor to re-consider its 22 year old decision 
that Dr. Olson did die in the course of his employment. 
Should the Labor. Depairtmebt so rule> the Justice Depart- 
ment is on record as supporting a settlement of $1 million 
without an offset. 

The CIA could agree in a settlement with the Olson family 
that iny excess amount wotlld be made the subject of a 
private bill and supported by the Administration. 
Alternatively, if the Labor [Department does waive the 
FECA decision, we could ask the Justice Department to 
re -consider its settlement limitation. In the event that 
the Labor Department should reaffirm the 22 year old 
decision that Dr. Olson didj die in the course of his* 
employment, we would agrfee that the private bill would 
be in the amount of $750, 000. 
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MitcheU Rogovin shoulk be authorized to attest 

a settlement of the Olson family claim f„» 1 

not to exceed $1. 250 , 0(lo without an oTfst. ^ 

Agree 

Disagree 
See Me 



§ 
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CENTRAL. INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 
Washington, D.C. 20505 



S OCT 1975 



Mr . James M . Frey 

Assistant Director for Legislative Reference 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr . Frey: 

This is in response to your request for this Agency 1 s 
views and recommendations on Enrolled Bill S. 3035, "For 
the relief of Alice W. Olson, Lisa Olson Hayward, Eric Olson, 
and Nils Olson." 

The Centred Intelligence Agency fully supports this Enrolled 
Bill and recommends its approval by the President . 

Sincerely, 




Photocopy from GeraH R. Ford Library 
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CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

WASHINGTON D.C. 20508 



The President J 

The White House ; r 

Washington, D v C. 20500 

Dear Mr, President: 



Pursuant to your instruct] 
negotiate a settlement of the 
Mr. Frank R. Olson against th6 
circumstances of his untimely 

family has agreed to settle it's far larger initial claim 
for $ 1,250, 000, 1 the Attorney-- General is not prepared 



29 OctobeT 1975 



ions, efforts were made to 
claim of the family of 

Government based on the 
death. Although the 



to certify under existing law 
is appropriate. 



The Olson family isprepaited to file suit. Such 



that such a settlement 



prolonged and in the view 
it would fail. Under the 



litigation ;,would doubtless be 
of the Department of Justice, 
circumstances this would not appear to be in the best 
interests 6f the nation br thfi Olson family. I believe in 
good conscience that the circumstances of this case 



require an equitable response 



from the Government. 



The only vehicle by which to obtain such 
recompense would be by passage! of private legislation. 
Consequently, I recommend that you forward a request 
to the Congress for passage o£ a private bill in the 
sum of $1,250,000. 

Respectfully , 




M Gf*r«/B^L TW^nte Wtef Vtfho* ft 




EXECUTIVE OFFICE joF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 

i 

December 10 , 1975 



MEMORANDUM TO MR, SCHMULTS 

Subject: Private relief bill for the family of 
. Dr. Frank R. Olson 



The subject draft bill was £ent informally to Labor, 
Defense, and Justice on the ! basis that the decision has 
already been made to support such a bill although it 
» would not be formally proposed by the Executive Branch. 

Defense / nevertheless, is extremely concerned about 
supporting the bill, particularly because of its pre- 
cedential implications. Th6y indicate that they already 
have claims from people in the same or similar circumstances 
as thd. Olson case. They alio questioned the large amount 
provided in the bill and wondered what it was based on. 

Specifically, Defense would j like certain changes in the 
text of the bill as marked on the attached copy. The 
thrust of their suggestions I is that, to mitigate pre-* 
cedential problems, thfe bill itself need not explicitly 
accept "responsibility of the United States." They feel 
that the facts and circumstances of this particular case 

can better be brought out iti the legislative history. 

i 

Labor , institutionally, would oppose such a bill as being 
discriminatory against others covered by FECA. They feel 
that, if the bill is to be Supported, it should at least 
provide an offset for FECA payments already made to the 
members of the family. (Their rough guess is that this 
amounts to $100, 000-$200,006, but they are going to work 
up precise figures for each family member.) The Department 1 s 
proposed language is also marked on the attached copy 
of the bill* 

Justice, under the circumstances, raised no objections. 



James M.-TFrfey 
Assistant Director fbr 
Legislative Referenda 
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A. The Testing of Scientific and Technological Develop- 
ments Within the United States 

While the research and development of new CIA scientific and 
technical devices is naturally undertaken within the United States, 
the evidence before this Commission shows that with a few excep- 
tions, the actual devices and systems developed have not been used 
operationally within this country. 1 

However, the Agency has tested some of its new scientific and 
technological developments in the United States. One such program 
included the testing of certain behavior-influencing drugs. Several 
others involved the testing of equipment for monitoring conversations. 
In all of the programs described, some tests were directed against un- 
suspecting subjects, most of whom were U.S. citizens. 

J. The Testing of Behavior-Influencing Drugs on Unsuspecting 
Subjects Within the United States 

In the late 1940's, the CIA began to study the properties of certain 
behavior-influencing drugs (such as LSD) and how such drugs might 
be put to intelligence use. This interest was prompted by reports that 
the Soviet Union was experimenting with such drugs and by specu- 
lation that the confessions introduced during trials in the Soviet 
Union and other Soviet Bloc countries during the late 1940's might 
have been elicited by the use of drugs or hypnosis. Great concern 
over Soviet and North Korean techniques in "brainwashing" con- 
tinued to be manifested into the early 1950's. 

The drug program was part of a much larger CIA program to 
study possible means for controlling human behavior. Other studies 
explored the effects of radiation, electric-shock, psychology, psychi- 
atry, sociology and harassment substances. 

The primary purpose of the drug program was to counter the use 
of behavior-influencing drugs clandestinely administered by an 
enemy, although several operational uses outside the United States 
were also considered. 

Unfortunately, only limited records of the testing conducted in 
these drug programs are now available. All the records concerning 
the program were ordered destroyed in 1973, including a total of 
152 separate files. 

In addition, all persons directly involved in the early phases of 
the program were either out of the country and not available for 



1 A few audto-survelUance devices developed by the Science and Technology Directorate 
have been used by the Office of Security to the course of Investigations of persons within the 
United States. In addition, several devices developed by the Agency have been used by other 
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interview, or were decreased. Nevertheless, the Commission learned 
some of the details surrounding several tests of LSD conducted on 
unsuspecting subjects between 1953 and 1963. 

The possibility, and the importance, of testing potential behavior- 
influencing drugs (including LSD) on human subjects was first sug- 
gested in 1953. It was also suggested at that time that Agency train- 
ees might be utilized as test subjects. Any such testing was to be 
carefully supervised and conducted only in the presence of a quali- 
fied physician. 

Following laboratory testing of LSD and other potential behavior- 
influencing substances, a few tests were run on voluntary participants. 
Commencing in 1955, under an informal arrangement with the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Ding Abuse Control, tests were begun on unsuspecting 
subjects in normal social situations. Testing was originally con- 
ducted on the West Coast In 1961, a similar testing program was 
initiated on the East Coast. 

In 1963, the Agency's Inspector General learned of this program 
•and questioned the propriety of testing on unsuspecting subjects. The 
Inspector General reported that in a number of instances, test sub- 
jects became ill for hours or days following the application of a 
drug. There was one reported incident of hospitalization, the details 
of which could not be learned by the Commission because of the de- 
struction of the records and the unavailability of witnesses. 

The Commission did learn, however, that on one occasion during 
the early phases of this program (in 1953), LSD was administered 
to an employee of the Department of the Army without his knowl- 
edge while he was attending a meeting with CIA personnel work- 
ing on the drug project. 

Prior to receiving the LSD, the subject had participated in discus- 
sions where the testing of such substances on unsuspecting subjects was 
agreed to in principle. However, this individual was not made aware 
that he had been given LSD until about 20 minutes after it had been 
administered. He developed serious side effects and was sent to New 
York with a CIA escort for psychiatric treatment. Several days later, 
he jumped from a tenth floor window of his room and died as a 
result.' 

The General Counsel ruled that the death resulted from "circum- 
stances arising out of an experiment undertaken, in the course of his 
afieial duties for the United States Government," thus ensuring his 
■gfarviyors of receiving certain death benefits. Reprimands were issued 
m . * tke Director of Central Intelligence to two CIA employees respon- 
for the incident. 



?Pmm arc lndteatkmi 1b the few remaining Agency records that this Individual may hare 
Uttat? of eaotlomal lnitaMlity. 
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j As a result of the Inspector General's study of this drug program in 
1963, the Agency devised new criteria for testing substances on human 
subjects. All further testing of potentially dangerous substances on 
unsuspecting subjects was prohibited. Between 1963 and 1967, some 
testing of drugs continued, but only on voluntary subjects, primarily 
•inmate volunteers at various correctional institutions. In 1967, all 
(projects involving behavior-influencing drugs were terminated. 

It is presently the policy at CIA not to test any substance on unsus- 
pecting persons. Current practice in all experimentation is to adhere 
strictly to Department of Health, Education and Welfare guidelines 
concerning the use of human subjects, and all current CIA contracts 
carry language to that effect. 

2. The Testing of Communications Intercept Systems Within the 

United States 

Monitoring of foreign conversations is an important aspect of 
modern intelligence collection. Several new systems developed 
by the Agency for use overseas have been tested in the United 
States. In the process of this testing, private communications, presum- 
ably between United States citizens, have sometimes been overheard. 

In many cases conversations were overheard but not recorded. In 
other cases, conversations were recorded for evaluation purposes but 
the recordings were kept only until the testing was concluded, at which 
time they were destroyed. 

No evidence was found that any such tests were ever directed against * 
persons for the purpose of learning the content of any communication. 
In most instances, the speakers were never identified. Nor was any 
evidence found that the Agency disseminated or ever attempted to 
exploit the contents of any intercepted or recorded conversations. 

3. Other Testing Within the United States 

Various branches of the Science and Technology Directorate are 
involved in the testing of other new devices and procedures such as 
chemical warfare detection equipment, new means ^f measuring physi- 
ological responses in humans and photographic interpretation systems. 

Conclusions 

It was clearly illegal to test potentially dangerous drugs on unsus- 
pecting United States citizens. 

The testing of equipment for monitoring conversations should 
not be directed against unsuspecting persons in the United States. 
Most of the testing undertaken by the Agency could easily have 
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been performed using only Agency personnel and with their full 
knowledge. 

Recommendation (27) 

In accordance with its present guidelines, the CIA should not 
again engage in the testing of drugs on unsuspecting persons. 

Recommendation (28) 

Testing of equipment for monitoring conservations should not 
involve unsuspecting persons living within the United States. 

B. Other Selected Activities of the Science and 
Technology Directorate 

1. The Manufacture and Use of Documents 

The Agency maintains a capability for producing and providing to 
-its agents and operatives a wide range of "alias" credentials. Most such 
documents purport to be of foreign origin. Some, however, are docu- 
ments ordinarily issued by other branches of the U-S- government or 
by private United States businesses and organizations. 

Among the United States "alias" documents furnished from time 
to time to Agency personnel and operatives are Social Security cards, 
bank cards, professional cards, club cards, alumni association cards 
and library cards. The Agency has recently stopped producing alias 
driver's licenses, credit cards and birth certificates, unless needed in 
a particularly sensitive operation and approved in advance by the 
Deputy Director of Operations. 

While the Agency does not produce false United States passports, 
it has in the past altered a few by the addition of entries to evidence 
travel which had not actually occurred. 

The purpose of alias documents is to facilitate cover during CIA 
operations* These documents are not "backstopped," i.e., manufac- 
tured with the consent and knowledge of the company or organiza- 
tion whose card is being manufactured. They are useful only as flash 
identification, duly the Social Security Administration has been told 
that the Agency is manufacturing its cards. 

The Commission found no evidence that any Agency employee has 
ever used false documentation of this kind to his personal advantage. 

Conclusions 

Alias credentials are necessary to facilitate CIA covert operations 



